]

Late Backup

TO: Mayor and Council Members

FROM: Bob Gregory

DATE: April 21, 2011

RE: Agenda item # 44 — Long Term Residential Single Stream Recyclables MRF Contract

Dear Mayor and Council Members,

Over the past five days, TDS has had the opportunity to review the staff's proposed Balcones
contract and we have discovered that staff has negotiated a dramatically different type of contract as
compared to what staff has negotiated with TDS relating to the way Balcones has to process and pay the
City for single stream recyclables. Over the past two days, we have had the opportunity to negotiate
with staff, to accept portions of Balcones contract language, and to begin to understand this different
approach for processing and marketing of recyclable products and, upon their offer, we have
incorporated most of the differences existing in the Balcones contract into the proposed TDS contract.
Also, late yesterday afterncon, we were given the opportunity to add the Balcones contract revisions
that staff reported came as a result of our negotiations with staff on Tuesday. The end result of all this
is that TDS now has a contract that allows a lesser degree of processing costs and different uses of
sorted materials, the same as the staff had allowed for Balcones. This is a game changer for TDS and for
the contract negotiations, if the City Council wants to allow a week more of contract negotiations to
allow TDS to verify with staff the details that will allow TDS to significantly reduce its proposed
processing fees. It appears to me that the TDS contract language negotiations are now complete and
TDS just needs to confirm with staff their allowance for this understanding and to negotiate rate
adjustments. Then, the Council should be abfe to consider proposals from two local companies
processing and marketing the City's single stream recyclables in the same manner; something we

thought was intended by staff and Council, until the past two days.

Please delay the vote on the long term single stream recyclables processing contract to allow
the final contracts for Balcones (BRI) and Texas Disposal Systems {TDS) to be posted as agenda backup to
the City’s website ahead of scheduled council action. If the contracts can be completed tomorrow, then
the vote could occur on April 28™, or at the next scheduled council meeting on May 12™. As you know,

the next scheduled SWAC meeting is May 11", if you want their opinion on the final contracts. This will
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allow both companies’ representatives to review the final wording of each contract, as well as the public

and other interested parties, and will allow Council to understand the details of both companies’ plans

to process and market the City's single stream recyclables. Otherwise, if you feel you must move ahead

with a vote today, please rely on the pricing already negotiated with staff, but please recognize that

neither TDS nor the public has seen Balcones’ contract revisions reportedly designed to protect the City

from numerous potential problems identified this week.

From the most recent Balcones contract language made available on the City's website as

backup to today's agenda item, and which was made available for SWAC review, i befieve the following

things are true and excellent reasons to delay today’s contract approval action:

a)

b)

d)

Neither the Council nor the public has seen either company’s final contract language, and
the Balcones contract language currently posted on the City’s website has been changed
enough to warrant reposting, particularly since the Balcones pricing schedule posted is
inaccurate, according to Mr. Gedert, and incomplete.

No one has seen the TDS negotiated contract.

Since the Balcones contract method of reporting and paying for recyclables extracted from
the City's single stream recyclables is so dramatically different from the TDS reguirements in
the existing short term contract, and in the long term contract and rates proposed by TDS
until yesterday, as discussed above, the staff could not have accurately predicted the value
of recyclables that Balcones will “extract from” the City’s recyclables in the future, and the
Council has no way of knowing whether the staff’s financial analysis comparisons of the net
revenue from Balcones is even close to being reliable. The bottom line is that if you approve
the Balcones contract as currently proposed, you will not know how much the City will be
paid, because the Balcones contract allows a completely different method for recognizing
the weight of the recyclables and for payment. It is very different from the method TDS and
staff have used for the past six months and how staff evaluated the financial performance of
the TDS contract in comparisen to the Balcones contract,

As currently worded, Balcones can designate a Transition Facility, and that Transition Facility
can remain in operation and the Cutover Date does not occur until the Johnny Morris Road
facility is completed. Furthermore, there is no deadline to even build or complete the
Johnny Morris Road facility. This would mean that the selected Transition Facility would be

pre-approved today, which has not yet been disclosed — except for the East 6™ and
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Pedernales location which was ckayed by staff and presented last Friday in the posted
Balcones contract, but which has subsequently been rejected — could become the location
for as much as 100% of the City’'s recyclables to be received and processed, and potentially
transferred from, starting in October of this year and extending for as many as eight to
twenty years,.

e) The Balcones contract language allows for recyclable materials to be converted to synthetic
fuels (syngas) and other types of energy conversion not requiring combustion in the process
of creating the fuel. This was contemplated in the Balcones RFP response and specifically
reported by staff in the attached 2010 RFP evaluation report (please see highlighted
language attached).

f) The current TDS long term proposal for 100% of the City's volume of recyclable materials is
the best financial proposal available for your consideration today. As you know, TDS
submitted long term proposals for various splits of the volume of recyclables as well. TDS
has also submitted a new and separate proposal this week for 100% of the volume for oniy

three years.

[ hope you will allow additional time to complete this process and allow the pubiic to review one
or both of the companies’ contracts you may decide to finalize. | also encourage you to allow whatever
contract proposal is approved to come back to Council for a vote to execute the finally negotiated and

publicly reviewed language.

Sincerely,

Bob Gregory
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PURCHASING
RDRO00S RECYCLING SERVICES
FINAL EVALUATION MATRIX

ltern 1 Item 2 Item 3 Item 4 Item 5 ltem & ltem 7 ltem 8
Paints:] [25] [15} [15] {19] [18) {15] {100] {201 [120] 8} i128]
Firm (cr Joint Venture) Cc;::l:::lty Totat g‘;;'"am éﬁﬁggﬁiﬂfi 'mmﬁ“" Eizigfi and H”:gjaéf;p;;““’ SUB TOTAL} inerviews | SUB TOTAL Pm‘::::;ins PT gg{‘:':s
Evatuators:)] TEAM 2 TEAM 1 TEAM 3 TEAM 4 TEAM 3 TEAM 1 ."v\.LL TEAMS ALL TEAMS |
PARTNERSHIP (Public/Private) SERVICE SOLUTICN
IAilled Waste Services of Austin 21.50 1487 14.50 11.50 11.00 11.67 84.8&1 17.53F 1023 T.DOE 10936
VWM Recycle America, LLC 19.50 7.33 13.25 12.25 10.67 12.67 75.67| 15.18] 90.83 3.2';' 94‘1011
FCR LLC 17.50 383 13.50 1475 11.33 8.67 BS.S8 15.385] 849-45 84,94
IHuc!son Bayior Corp. 10.50 1200 12.50 a.75 11.67 10.00 65.4 13.18 78.5‘% 78.58
Greenstar Mid-America, LLC 10.50 7.33 12.00 B.75 B.67 8.33 55,58 55,58, 55.58
PRIVATE SERVICE SOLUTION
Ealcones Resourcas Inc. 19.25 7.33 10,75 12.75 11.00 .00 67.08 14.07 B81.18 7.25 38.40"
ES| Texas Carp, 1250 6.33 10.25 B.75 767 10.00 53,50 53.50 5353”
City of Austin Confidentiai 61272010 Page 1of 1
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ALLIED WASTE SERVICES

BALLONES RECYOING 1

WASTE MANAGEMENT RECYCLE AMERICA

GiTY STAFF NOTES

o

T EVALUATION PANEL QUESONS -Agrfjmay

. [$60.08 f 10n of incamlag city delveres tonnage

$114 f ton cf incoming ¢ty dekvered tonnage

15 Optioa One [1} - Cty scpplies il capital the tpping fee
charge would be $65.52 In Opticn Two [2) - City supplies
fHuikding cepital ang Wh supples and cwns egquipmedt
<apltal the tipping fee charge would be $98.90.

Megotiable - City desires low tpping fees

RYStAlE your maiks ihars rende ¥, 10 teins of K mackel’
[ratue;

204 to the city, 20% 10 the company

[34% to the ciry, B% to the campany

In Option One {1} - City supp'les ali capttal the market share
revente % would he BOX to the Cry and 20 to WMRA. In
Opuen Twa (2] - Tty supplies bylding capitel and W
suppites atd owrs squipment ca sl the macket shace
revenue X would be the ame 25 opuon one {1).30% 1o the
City and 20% to WMRA,

Magotizble - (ty desires Ligh revetugs share

T T TO8 Seuies of Farhed vinear vEnve Ak oRER T

actual sates price or published price, whichever s greater

actual sales price

The scurce of market valye for revenue share offer will b
based olf the actual value per ton FCB the plant in the
previous manct. Bacause of WAL Industry lexding.
recyctables prooessor 30d marketer, wit Conststemly receive
above markat 2oking on mast coremadities. With an actual
peice ger A share, tha Kty will ealize tha cost berefitol
WM RA's [ndustry leader position.

inlegotinble - Goy desires tha least 2mount of
"relf-ceparting” and the most verfisble sources
of fs - perlzaps o7 to publithed marke) indicrs)

Explain the et thed of cieulriion for reverasa shave oBer.

Sales price x $4% fov the dty

Seer Momb Al Average Value by indhidoal materal
tmes % of each material A Sase maseral siream znohyss

be completad inirafy to determioe the Cry's lbousd
Sngle Steam camposibion. Parcentages will be assignedts
exch cammgdity. Attha esnd of eath month the sales price
for gach commodity wili be assigned that percentage to
calcutale the bMeaded value of the (ty's material. The Gty
will recelve 85% of that blended value . Periedic material
ez wnabpses (3t eart Zx per year) wilf be cormpileted Lo
ecount for changes in the material stream. The oy and
WARA will and /o participate in ali ratedal stream
analyses.

E thackes

ncl

1$31,300.00]

1D ptan one: +3103,000, Opton twe: {$132,0000

CoA Rever.ues fron Greenstar in March 2010
{Net Revenines Dhws experses) = +524,000

Actual salys prica or pubfisher market Index, whichever
s greater
5154.000)
42,643,544]

{%$3,172,253.00),

Optlon one: [$3,824,525.00) Cption two: ($5,248,315.00)

Cos desires # positive fet Present Value aver

zevt yzars

‘|AWS groposes o wae the Todd Lans Transfer Simtion a8

the receldag lacility for the trngition pericd. AWS wil
swpgaly Lhe necessary tnacks, davers, supervision, fuel o
trangort the City's recyelable’s toa processing faclity
during the trangition period.

Bakorus prepoass to redeploy the Gry's Todd Lane
Recycling Processing Plant 1o procass curbside collected
recyclables during the period betwaen the axpiration of
the City's contram with Graenstar and the opeaing of the
aew Balcones/City of Austin Materfal Recove ry Faclilty,

'WALA raspectfully ras offered immediate deflned
|oroeessizg cagacay for transfer ard processing of Single
Streamtas of ¢re RFP submission, 2o 10 and throlgh the
trangition period required for worst case canstructign, and
start up of the new fadlity propesed. YWMRA undrrstond
cefore that Todd Lzne was an optien the ity warnted
fvendors to consider and sur praposal reMacts s wse for
tagirg and leading Slagle Stream matarial Intralers
provided by WMRA

CoA requiret cortinuaticn ¢ single stream
processlng fiom Oct 1st 2010 through
sccupancy of new faciity. Co ofers contiauns
use of Todd Lane Facility «with no
Tmproverrenis at City expense
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ALLIED WASTE SERVICES

BALCONES RECYCLING

WASTE MANASEMENT RECYCLE AMERWCA

QTY STAFF NOTES

alones hax completed the concerzyst design for the
additicn of new portable recyding processing equipanent
and the modification of the system to more readily
secommeodate the precessing of residential single-strexm
cecydables.

WEA has two Singla Stream facilizies which will S sblete
wccatt Austin program maledal, with the primary facility
beling Adington, Texas. Both have ieseivied primary capacity,
far Aastin City materal, Houston will be stacting up inan
2010 and macerial could 20 rivere as & back up, Presently,
no other Single SUeam options are acallable In Avstn and,
dse 1o the bonding o pacity raguired for this peoject In the
FFP. WHMRA rould net peopose any ather aiternatize, which
we could not guiranted would be operable by the cequired
Sept date. Finally, GHG savings berween the edsting Gty
comractor and Aslingtan are aegligible. If » oser option ic
the CIt/'s prefecence, WIMEA s dexible in that regasd.

OTY COST, REVENUE SHARE, TRANSPORTATION

CITY COST, REVENUE SHARE, TRANSPORTATION

CITY COST, REVENUE SHARE, TRANSPOATATICN

=§.; [Fixed $25/icn Fee for tamportation, separatian,

. w delivery, and marketing 'or up to 100% of Clty's total
. Mracycling votume during the trassition period.

| Agd $850,000.00 in new, pertable Markinery to process
the recyclatdes

£68.61 Tan Tip Fee  90% Fiber/ 7S% Commingled
Contalners, 1 The Gty will pay 2 fheed Rite of $22.257
Har transgor. 2

{As an siternative, AWS woudd agree to crher an sctual
nleest pass through ar negatizte an alter native foced fee

350,000 .00 n machwery installation, modification, and
tart-up GO

receie 30 extrgted tebate over 518 per ton for ¥

[t nder Cowrrent April marke? conditions, the Oty today woutd|Coa Revenues frem Greenstar Tn March 20190
{Net Revenues minus expenses) = +524,000

liahte to the City for verifh

with rebate of actusd sales price of marketed secycled rerteslsl after costs. Saved on historlc! compasiticn. |izpFrox S5.00 per ton net revenis cver
- .LL’""’"- |expensest
TAWS would make its accounting records for these $100.000.00 in Motor Control coordination and elctrcal |NOTES:

S50C,000 for additional baler

1.} In order for the Gty to make valid comparisans. WMRA
used the curent Gy Contract as & medel for this proposal
sicce there wis 01 3 defined pricing page. WMRA b open
¢ ather aptions the Clty May want to pursue.

Dakones will make the approxienat e $1.7M capita]

[ivestment. The Gty will recelve 53% of the sctuel sales.

prces of the eomeloeities and redmirse Baloones for all
jng exp phes 190%, Bak will share all

fimandial and operational data wita the Gty throughout
the process.

2.}1f the City requires WMEA to load the traders, add $2.50
prrio the oosth,

Upon completion of the trandthon period and the opering
cf the new Balcones/ Sty of Austin MRS, Balcones wil
remove the equgsmern added to the Todd Lang system
and return plant to crigina! condition, as raquired.

240.0 tons per SR 262.5 wons par thit 7100 1003 ger shift [Curent Cok recycling fiow requines 200 tony
T . ) | 282 d3y prootasing facity. 250 tons/day wik be
! " - requice in 2012, and 300 ten/day required o
. A . 2015,
D‘"{%"‘ﬁ(wmr Queintigad Floos focuding sortfine) ~ [SS precessing emplayees 17 peocesying employees 24 processiog emeleyees

" 180 towl dacizares empicyees 38 total dedicates ampleyens 19 etal Sedlated employens 50 - 100 se=ff iy typical for this typa opervtion

T Py T T e
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FILE IR e R EEsI R A T e AP D 3

ALUED WASTE SERVICES BALCOMES RECYCUING WASTE MANAGEMENT RECY(L E AMERICA CITY STAFF NOTES
7% B% TX{F - 12 % bs typical from single stream
less than 5% % - 2.50%|S - 8 % 13 typical with ciRTent processiog
technology
16 howrs/day 10 hours/day 12 hourgfetay
2 1 1
o .
ndargool arealsa - 100,000 5q &t - 122,595sG R : 123,204 3q ft 100,000 min requirad - 150,000 dasirable
4
torinyares (iciog/prking fand) ist) Ta96acres 461,388 5q 2 1725583 5ah o
-roof ared ~ g ing mztedal marage aad 97.500 3 it 41539 1t 152,700 5qft
$13.106.900 T 512,592,268
$6,765,000 510,219,319 513,353,000
No Trevis County industrind Develogment Boncs WMRA propases both publfic and pubic/arivate Tmandng
_ options. Opien Oce (1} cn page 215 of our preposal,
Sropeses that the Gty seopies 211 bulidiag snd equipment
czpital. Qpton Two (2] of our prososal. ala on page 215,
prapeses 3 public/private partasrhip cption where tha Gry
supplies the hulding capital and WMRA supplies the
lequipment capitel. The beakdown of thase casts are
reft=cted in the previous questions.
Wyes, flease explain dty rate. Cetgorate Resources, N iy guarantees or expense Ir. Option One (1] the Cay waid own both the Brikding 2nd
equipment and WMRA wewld simply be the operater and
rnaterfals marketer. In Optlon Twa (2) e Gty weuld own
the Suliding and WMRA woukd own the equigment.
B4 you prophse 1o ueriee publc B GREoR? | Yes, AWS proposes ta buikd the Austin MRF an the Cy's [Ho Yes, WMRA proposes Lo build the Austn MRF on the Gay's  [CoA BV 512 Laeudfid site was offered In REP as 1
P 812 Landfill closed site gt 10102 FM 31T Austln, TX F) 913 Landfill cloved slte at 10108 FM 812, Agstin, TX £os3itie site fecaton.
7B719. 78719,
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f. . EVASHATICN PANEE QUESTIONS -ApB/Btay. 3000,

ALLIED WASTE SERVICES.

BALCONES RECY(INE

WASTE MANAGEMENT RECYCLE AMERICA

CITY STAFF NOTES

W5 will 3ccept newspaper and advertising

i Mixed Papzr: Junk mail,
paperboard, tefephone dirtctonies, office paper,
cornugated boxps and contsiners, and aseptic

(We can racrcie ol caper prades difinad by the Instiuste of
Scrup Recycling Industiies, an nteragtonal trade

Htiot. Please see

 exhibit (1) for

tinns of the grades,

VMRA prop o accept the foliowing papers grades in
year 3.of MRF operations. AL AIBERS INCLUDING: Cid
newspaper (ONF): which indudes cewspaper and
Joverting sups! M‘lxzdm:r RALKYeS, hink
rrall, 5. board, , Inything thas
Tears; Scﬁed Offee Papercsaﬂ high gracte paper from
cHices such o camputer pager, scrted white ledger, copier
paper and affea seatigeary; Old Corrigated Confiners
{C4L): Kraft Garcboard boxes and Aseptic Coatalners.

Fif e pats pa;ef‘uaq‘os scepted, bmmw recythe @
‘9#61’; mackets.

JAWS has maricers For alt the materia’s actapsed in the

proposal

None

W has rarke £ar all the materils 2ccapted in the
prapceal {gage 90). Markets changs over tlme. WM would
ratfy the Tty oo a regular basis {fermallzed and stipulated

{recyciable and itecm that no [onger have positive value or
have negative value and reduce Austin's proposed revence
share .

in 2 final operating agresmen?) Flastic items thart do become}

PRSTE e,

" {all riigrd plastic containers 217 up 10 two gallons in size.

ecntainers of NHOPE, CHOPE, PETE, PYCE3, LOPERS, PRAS,
FOUE B Plasticother

Pleazg not y.bft.»f =ra6u mqﬁéd.wmsua.:w moycle lo
todai'y markets.

We will not acteat & irers that uciwrd h dous
rmaterialk such as peaticides or reactve chemlcals.

Nane

| W a3 markets for all the materials accegted ntha

WIATA propases o accept (he following plastic gradesin
vear L of MRF vperations. Al Plastic Containers 41-7,
{xluckng FET, HDPE, PYC, LDPE, PP and P5; Plastic BagsIn
bags and Househald Rigid Plastics,

progosal (pzge 90). Markets change gver fine. WM would
notify tha City oo a regular basis {farmalized and stinuated
o a final opersting dgreament] phstic items that db become]
recytatle and Rems that o longer have posttive walve or
Wave negative vahue and reduce Awstin's praposed revenue
shyce .

|AH aluminum, stew!, bi-metal, 2rd Hn metal comtainers
up 12 twe gallors In size and dean foll prns and shests,

UBC, Tin, Steel, Berzetal

WMRA £roposes 1o actept 1 follerwing metal grodes in
year 1 of MRF ooerations. Ferrcus Metals (T, Steefand B-
Metal Containens): food and beverage, nan-food and
acrosol cans made of mixed metal such 25 tin and stewl;
tised Beverage Cars {UBK): household beverage cant made
of dumi - Sma!l Household Applk kst of acceptable
small apoE: 10 be de d ard ly ageed
upc by both the City and WMRA, Wa/RA i Nexdld 1o
cher grades of mnetals which will not harm the equipment
arifor are oot Fazardous In ratore.

[Pleast oty mine grades 10w pled oA iRt Bbiz o recydein
tocay’s markpts,

W will 40T $eept containers that contained harardous
maserals such as pestcides or reactive chamicab.

iﬂa ne

R [WM has markets for ail e Tatacisls accepted In the

piopesal (page 501 Markets range Sver time. WM would
nctify the City on a regelar kasis (formalizad and stipudated
in a finalopersting agrement) plastic Rems that do become
recycfable and items that ac longses have positive value or
have nEEMt v vahie 2nd reguce AUSIn's froposed reve mae
5yare.
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. EVALUATION PANEL QUESTHONS - A g 20ag I ALLIED WASTE SERVICES BALCONES RECYCLING WASTE MANAGEMENT RECYCLE AMERICA - CITY STAFF NOTES
you f!ﬁéﬁallg_e‘dismd BT T  al nan-recycied mate s will be disposed of in AW Laocad landfls WIMPA proposed Austin Community Landfil. WM of Texas
. . . . . |Sunset Farma Landfd! until that facllity ccsed in slsa bas 3 back up Fselltty In Willlamson Coenty in the
: f " [November 2025, After that faciiey clases, residuall wil uilikely euent ef dlsrupticn.
! be disposed of m another autnerized solid waste diposall
B, |Fochy.
If multiple komations/ ses, [izase o “Inga HA NiA
e W T g
NO Yes, see rArrathie below ND (CoA Zexo Waste Plan, reqeeres highest and best

wre of material.

AN tesiduals except plass could become enginmered fusl.

We estienaty Lhat 34,265 ters coukd be recaimed.

WMRA als grefers hightst and best use of collected
recyzfatdes.

Fhase § - Hoarecycable residuals wodd Be combined

fwith snlias smtestsl that Batcones handles (inciuding

\rarmasy]. The combined redpe would be comeried 1o

CcA desines 10 Svaid Waste to Fnusgy optiors in
Favor of advanced material recovery.

an enginaered product (imlar to the fuel that Bakones
has hwen producing for 8 years and (s s2i8 pradudcing in
Little Rock, AR). The engineered ful would twen

be shipped to several ocal coal-lied optrations to be
wed 25 3 cleanes cogl replacement.

Phaye 2 «For the past five years Baloones and It's
subsadiary, Balronas Fudl Technology have been
fitvastigating u aumber of pyrolysls platfotmys. We expect

sevaral of these techaciogies (0 be commerclalized in the
next 1 o 2 years. Vpon successful commerciakzation of
lone o mare of these processes, Bakones

pans to install and cperate one or more lecal, Cistributed)
lgznetion 0ot en operations. The syatem would he

d d oo proxduce 3 o of syn-gas,

bie-char and pyrotysls ofl.

1Yy

"Fes

[res

Desigrated Salaey Officer an site witl ca

st 5 years in the sweol Fexas.

a0 exemplary coermtion a1d bas been awarded the Safety

2011

fuch aétions Currently pending in the State of Texas.

& Health Adievernent Recceniton Progroy foc 2005 « l

By Contrat
3 ' dwpqqmiwpgﬁrm" :Nemcuumcrmemﬁvuwcnsmmfm No pending or past GHSA crations In oUT company's W Recyde America, LL.C had not had any OSHA citatloos (A OSHA regulations are requ'red - Cok wilt
!ms'q,-'w'itfm ‘and'a.sét_’;u_l:z. ‘ mmug safaty rdl32ed Bioes within the sast fve years. kistary. [n fact, Baloonas has been recognized by OSHA as [withintha past five vears 19 tha State of Texas: nor e any  |inspect Bacilioy a0 safery records monthly.
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Finalists for Austin Material Recovery Facility

Cost Summary

Fiscar PAUECIVASER

Year
Ending  Material {ions) (1

FORE] 55,000

2012 56,650 |4
2013 £8,350
014 60,100
2015 61,503
2016 63,760
2017 85,673
218 67,843
2019 59,672
2020 71.763 §

2021 73515 1

Fiscal ;
Year
Ending

201
2012 58,650
2013 58,350
2014 80,100
2015 £1,903
2016 83,760
2017 65,673
2018 57643
2019 659,672
2020 71,763
2021 73915

Fiscal .‘gﬁ'ﬂﬁﬁ‘. DA
Yesar

Ending  Material (tons) (1)

2011

2012

2013 58,350
2014 60,10G
2015 61,903
20186 63,760
207 65,673
2018 67,643
2019 69,672
2020 71,763
2021 73915

(1) Assumes 3% annual increase

June 3, 2010

d Net Revenue o
Processing Cost{ City [M/S Cost (3) Tatal Cost Price {perton) (2)  Total Revenue Share to City City

$1,375,000 30 $1,375.600, $100.00 § 50] % (1.375.000)
3,399,000 0 3,359,000 102.00 5,778,300 4,622,640 1,223,640
3,570,889 o 3,570,989 104.04 6,070,682 4,856,545 1,285,556
3,751,684 [} 3,751,681 108,12 6,377,858 5,102,287 1,350,605
3,941,517 o 3,941,517 108.24 §,700,578 53604632 1,418,948
4,140,957 ] 4,140,957 110.41 7,038,627 5,631,702 1,490,745
4,350,490 \] 4,350,490 112.62 7,395,833 5.018,666 1,566,176
4,570,625 o 4,570,625 114.87 7,770,062 6,216,049 1,645,425
4,801,898 s} 4,801,898 11747 8,163,227 6,530,581 1,728,683
5,044,874 0 5,044,874 119.51 8,576,286 6.861.029 1,816,155
5,300,145 4} 5,300,145 121.50 9,010,246 B 7,208,187 1.808,052

T M R
tupSA LT

i T i o Weighted Avg
Processing Cast} City /S Cost (3)  Total€ost.  Price (perton){2}  Tetal Revenue Share to Clty
$4,947 500 i 3 34,597, 300} 13,00 $590,Co0H T 792000[§ (4,205300)
3,711,708 53,042,504 6754112 102.00 5,778,300 4,522,640 (2.131.572)
3,899,520 3,042,504 6.842.025 104.04 4,856,546 (2.085479)
4,096,836 3,042,504 7.139.340 106.12 5,102 287 {2,037 054)
4,304,135 3,042,504 7,346,640 10824 5,360,463 (1.586,178)
4,524,925 3,042,504 7,564,430 110,41 5,631,702 (1.832,728)
4,750,735 1,042,504 7.793.239 112.62 5,916,565 (1,876,573)
49,122 3,042,504 8,033,626 114.87 6.216,099 (1.817.517)
5,243,673 3,042,504 8,286,177 17.17 6,530,581 {1,755,595)
5,509,003 3,042,504 8,551,507 119.51 8,861,029 {1,690,478)
5,787,758 3,042,504 8,830,262 121.90 7,208,197 (1,622.065)

G
SArdifhe s,
e A R R IS e

tited Avg Net Revenue o
Processing Cost] Gity 0/S Cost (%)  TotalCost  Price (perton} () Total Revenue Srare to City city

$4.997,300 ] 54,997,300 1800 m 72000} &  (4,205,3C0)
5,672,885 1,458,129 7.060,814 102.00 5,778,300 34,622,840 (2,438,174)
5,886,181 1,453,129 7,344,310 164,04 6,070,682 4 056 546 {2,487,764)
6,184,022 1,458,129 7,642,151 106.42 6,377,358 5102267  (2.539.664)
5,496,032 1,458,129 7,955,052 108.24 6.700.578 5360463  (2.504,500)
6,875678 1,458,429 B.2834,807 110.41 7,039,627 5631702 (2,552,105)
7.171057 1,458,129 8,629,186 112.82 7,395,833 5,916,666 (2.712,620)
7.533.912 1,458,126 2,992,042 11487 7,770,062 621e04e ) (2.775009)
7.915,129 1,458,129 9.373,258 11717 6,530,581 (2,842,676)
8,315,634 1,458,129 3773763 119.51 6E610z9] (2912735
B,736,405 1.458,129 10,194,534 12190 (2.986,338)

(2) FYE 2011 includes Transition Plan costs only. All other years assume 2% annual increase.
(3) Assumes 5% annual Intares? cost for buildings and A% annual intarest cost for equipment,

7.208.197




Finalists for Austin Material Recovery Facility June 3, 2010
Cost Summary

N R TR e e e
Facat {BECORES SR Al
Year T iy h ) Veichied Avg i Net Revenue to
Encing  Material (tons) (1) JEREE; Processing Cdst] City D/S Cost (3)  Totai Cost Pdce {parton) (2)  Tosal Revenue 3 Wi Share to City City
2011 ; ; : $6,450,000 a $6.480.,000] T 100.00 $5,500,000/%; % 5170000 $ (1,320,000}
2012 6,654,700 0 6,684,700 102.00 ! ; $5.431,602 (1,253,008}
2013 7.022946 o 7022948 40404 5,705,441 (1,316,505}
2014 1,378,307 o 1,378,307 106.12 5,595,187 {1,383,120}
2015 7,751,645 0 7,751,640 108.24 5,268,543 {1,453,106)
2016 8,143,883 o 8,143,883 110.41 6.617.250 {1,526,633)
o 8,555,963 ] 8,555,963 11252 5,952 083 {1,603,881)
2018 8,984,895 0 8,988,835 114,87 7,303,853 (1,685,037
2019 9,443,733 G 9.443,733 11747 7673433 {1,770.300)
2020 9,521,586 0 9,921,586 11851 8,081,703 (1.858,877)
2021 10,423,618 ¢ 10,423518 12180

8,469,£31 (1.953,987)

(1) Assumes 3% annual increase
(2) FYE 2011 Includes Transition Plan caals only. All other years sasume 2% annval increase.
(3} Assumes 5% annual Interest cost for buiidings and 3% annual interest cast for equipment,



